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Summary  of  the  FY  1983  Accomplishments 


The  Lower  Salmon  River  Cultural  Resource  Management  Plan  (CRMP)  was 
completed  in  April,  1983  and  the  CRMP  was  imnediately  implemented.  Over 
100  copies  of  the  CRMP  have  been  distributed  to  other  federal  agencies, 
universities,  private  cultural  resource  consulting  firms,  and  private 
individuals.  Planned  management  actions  for  FY  1983  were  outlined  in 
Table  8  of  the  CRMP. 

All  management  actions  were  completed  as  planned.  Consultation  with 
other  professional  cultural  resource  specialists  and  the  Nez  Perce  Tribe 
were  especially  helpful  in  developing  the  actual  management  plan  as  well 
as  the  initial  implementation. 

Management  Action  4  (input  to  the  river  guide),  a  one-time  addition  to 
implementation  of  the  CRMP,  was  also  completed.  Information  on  cultural 
resources  along  the  Salmon  River  was  included  in  the  river  guide.  A 
brief  section  was  prepared  on  the  cultural  development  of  the  area. 

Some  interesting  historical  events  were  described  by  river  mile  in  the 
guide.  A  summary  at  the  end  of  the  river  guide  stressed  the  importance 
and  uniqueness  of  cultural  sites. 

The  monitoring  program  was  completed  as  scheduled.  Monitoring  involved 
the  use  of  those  methods  outlined  in  the  CRMP  which  included  photographs 
of  the  entire  site  as  well  as  close-up  photo  documentation  of  eroding 
banks,  etc.  Measurement  of  changes  as  well  as  estimates  of  changes  were 
completed.  A  total  of  119  different  sites  were  examined,  some  of  which 
were  examined  more  than  once.  Of  the  119  sites  examined,  34  were  noted 
with  impacts  from  previously  unrecorded  sources  of  deterioration  or  were 
continuing  to  be  noticeably  impacted  by  previously  recorded  sources  of 
deterioration. 

A  summary  of  those  sites  with  noticeable  new  or  continuing  impacts  are 
indicated  in  Table  1.  A  summary  of  the  results  of  the  entire  monitoring 
program  is  presented  in  the  next  section  of  this  report. 

The  various  sources  of  deterioration  impacting  cultural  sites  are  indicated 
in  Table  1  and  are  shown  as  continuing  to  impact  cultural  sites  or  are 
newly  impacting  a  cultural  site.  Definitions  of  these  various  sources 
of  deterioration  are  included  in  the  CRMP  but  flood  deposition  and  the 
discrete  actions  involved  in  recreation  use  have  been  further  delineated 
in  this  report  and  these  will  be  defined. 

Flood  deposition  was  not  previously  recorded  for  any  site.  Flood  deposition 
consists  of  the  deposition  of  sand,  driftwood  and  other  debris  on  the 
site.  This  may  result  in  covering  a  site  and  may  possibly  do  either  of 
two  things.  One,  it  could  cover  the  site  and  protect  it  from  vandalism, 
fire,  livestock  use,  etc.  Second,  it  could  obliterate  the  features  of 
the  site  making  it  unrecognizable  by  destroying  or  burying  features 
which  would  seriously  affect  its  use  for  scientific  or  interpretive  use. 
Also,  if  the  site  was  buried,  inadvertent  damage  could  occur  to  the  site 
from  the  public  land  user  accidently  digging  a  portion  of  a  site  for 
latrine  use,  leveling  tent  pads,  etc. 


Several  discrete  actions  of  recreation  use  not  previously  defined  but 
included  in  this  report  are  displaced  artifacts,  trail  use,  latrines 
(on-site,  near-site)  and  an  "other"  category  that  includes  miscellaneous 
actions.  Displaced  artifacts  refers  to  artifacts  that  are  being  displaced 
or  shifted  to  such  an  extent  that  valuable  information  on  context  and 
association  of  artifacts  on  the  site  is  being  lost.  Vandalism  is  the 
deliberate,  illicit  excavation  or  removal  of  surface  artifacts  or  the 
destruction  of  features  on  a  site.  Trail* use  refers  to  the  recurrent  use 
of  a  trial  by  recreation  users  and  the  trail  is  impacting  the  site. 

Latrine  (on-site)  refers  to  latrines  dug  in  cutlural  sites  where  damage 
has  occurred  to  the  site  from  the  excavated  hole.  Latrine  (near-site) 
refers  to  latrines  dug  near  a  possible  boundary  of  a  cultural  site  but 
has  not  yet  done  any  apparent  damage.  Recreation  facility  damage  is  the 
use  of  the  facility  which  is  damaging  the  site.  The  "other"  category 
includes:  a  wall  of  a  rock  structure  that  has  been  dismantled  and  used 
for  tent  rings;  trampling  by  people  around  the  base  of  a  rockshelter  to 
view  pictographs;  a  portion  of  a  rock  structure  wall  was  pushed  over; 
and  a  firering  was  observed  in  a  corner  of  a  rock  structure. 

Thirty-four  sites  of  the  119  examined  were  observed  with  having  noticeable 
or  new  sources  of  deterioration.  Of  the  34  sites  livestock  impacted  18 
percent  of  the  sites;  surface  erosion  3  percent;  bank  erosion  24  percent; 
timber  improvement  3  percent;  flood  deposition  6  percent;  and  total 
recreation  use  74  percent.  Of  the  25  sites  noted  with  impacts  from 
recreation,  use  4  were  observed  with  latrines  (near-site)  with  no  other 
recreation  impacts  observed  on  the  site.  If  this  is  deleted  from  the  25 
sites  then  recreation  use  impacted  62  percent  of  the  34  sites.  Therefore, 
bank  erosion  and  recreation  use  has  accounted  for  impacts  to  the  largest 
number  of  sites. 

Of  the  119  sites  examined  5  percent  were  impacted  by  livestock;  1  percent 
were  impacted  by  surface  erosion;  8  percent  impacted  by  bank  erosion;  1 
percent  were  impacted  by  timber  improvement;  2  percent  were  impacted  by 
flood  deposition;  and  18  percent  were  impacted  by  recreation  use. 

The  above  average  peak  instantaneous  flow  of  the  Salmon  River  in  1983 
was  at  least  95,200  cfs  and  possibly  100,000  cfs.  This  accounted  for 
continued  damage  to  cultural  sites  by  eroding  banks  which  was  made  worse 
in  some  cases  by  livestock  and  recreationists.  Damage  from  recreation 
use  can  be  accounted  for  by  reviewing  the  1983  recreation  use  figures. 
Recreation  use  figures  show  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  use  for  the 
period  in  which  the  majority  of  the  cultural  monitoring  was  conducted  in 
Section  B  of  the  management  area.  In  1983  commercial  use  figures  indicate 
a  12  percent  increase  in  the  number  of  trips,  a  12  percent  increase  in 
the  number  of  users  which  resulted  in  an  8  percent  increase  in  the 
number  of  user  days  (less  time  was  spent  on  the  river  which  resulted 
only  in  an  8  percent  increase  in  total  user  days  rather  than  a  12  percent 
increase  in  number  of  user  days  which  might  be  expected  from  the  12 
percent  increase  in  number  of  users).  Non-commercial  use  dramatically 
increased  with  the  number  of  trips  increasing  19  percent,  number  of 
users  increasing  54  percent,  which  resulted  in  the  number  of  user  days 
increasing  67  percent. 
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Table  1 


Cultural  Sites  With  Noticeable  Continued  or  New  Sources  of  Deterioration 
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C  -  Continued  Impact  from  previously  recorded  source  of  deterioration. 

N  -  Impacts  resulting  from  a  previously  unreported  source  of  deterioration. 


Site-Specific  Monitoring  Results  and  Recommendations 


Results  of  site-specific  monitoring  are  summarized  as  well  as  recommendations 
for  future  work.  Not  all  management  actions  can  be  immediately  implemented. 
Some  critical  actions  will  be  immediately  implemented  within  the  current 
FY84  funding  level.  Other  actions  will  be  planned  for  FY85  and  are 
briefly  outlined  in  the  next  section  of  this  report.  Other  management 
actions  that  can  not  be  funded  in  FY84  and  FY85  will  be  planned  for  out- 
years  depending  upon  results  of  the  monitoring  program  in  the  previous 
years . 

This  summary  is  organized  by  site  number  and  then  a  summary  of  FY83 
monitoring  (a)  and  recommendations  for  future  work  (b). 


10-IH-57 

a)  Heavy  vegetation  obscured  visibility  and  there  are  no  apparent 
changes  in  condition. 

b)  Continue  to  monitor  once  every  year. 

10-IH-58 

a)  No  major  change  in  condition  although  it  is  continuing  to  be 
impacted  by  the  tree  plantation. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-IH-60 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  only  once  every  year. 

10-IH-73 

a)  The  area  of  the  site  receiving  the  most  impacts  was  covered 
with  several  ton  of  rock.  This  was  completed  in  early  summer 

and  subsequent  monitoring  studies  have  shown  no  further  disturbance. 

b)  Monitor  twice  every  year. 

10- I H- 388 


a)  An  exposed  sandy  bank  is  eroding.  A  trail  passing  over  a 
portion  of  the  bank  is  also  contributing  to  the  erosion. 
Additional  previously  unreported  features  were  located  on  the 
north  side  of  the  drainage. 


b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Set  project  post. 

2.  Set  rebar  for  monitoring  bank  erosion  and  a  monitoring 
photo  point  to  document  the  bank  and  trail  erosion. 

3.  Monitor  once  each  year. 

10-IH-389 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-IH-390 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10-IH-395 

a)  The  exposed  bank  appears  to  be  eroding  very  slowly.  Some 
historic  artifacts  are  being  exposed. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 

■ 10-IH-396 

a)  Someone  had  been  using  a  metal  detector  to  look  for  artifacts. 
The  impacts  were  minor  on  this  site  but  10— I H -1 194  was  damaged. 

b)  Monitor  three  times  each  year. 

10- I H- 397 

a)  A  rather  dramatic  increase  in  the  number  of  flaked  artifacts 
exposed  was  noted.  Increased  recreation  use  has  damaged  this 
site. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  This  site  requires  a  protective  layer  of  rock  to  protect 
it  from  vehicle  traffic  and  possible  vandalism. 

2.  Monitor  three  times  every  year. 
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10- IH- 398 


a)  No  change  in 

b)  Monitor  once 

10- I H- 399 


condition, 
every  two  years. 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10-IH-401 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10-IH-402 


a)  No  change  in 

b)  Monitor  once 

10-IH-403 


condition, 
every  year. 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 


10- I H- 724 


a)  The  vegetation  (Scotch  thistle)  is  extremely  thick  and  is 
impossible  to  walk  through.  We  were  unable  to  adequately 
monitor  site  or  complete  other  planned  actions. 

b)  Monitor  two  times  every  year. 


10- I H- 725 


a)  Located  previously  unreported  features.  Part  of  the  farm 
machinery  is  missing. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Set  project  post. 

2.  Conduct  a  detailed  inventory  of  surface  artifacts. 


3.  Conduct  archival  study  to  establish  historic  use. 

4.  Fence  sandy  blow-out  areas  to  stabilize. 

5.  Monitor  twice  a  year. 

10-IH-750 

a)  Some  latrine  use  was  noted  but  isn't  damaging  the  site  yet. 

One  rock  structure  is  being  severely  damaged  by  people  removing 
the  rocks  from  the  rock  wall  and  using  them  to  place  around 
their  tents  on  the  beach. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Measure  and  photograph  rock  structure. 

2.  Collect  any  remaining  surface  artifacts. 

3.  Set  a  project  post. 

4.  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-IH-76Q 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b) .  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-IH-761 

a)  Minor  erosion  in  old  vandalism  holes. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Continue  to  monitor  once  every  year. 

2.  Set  a  project  post  and  map  features. 

10-IH-766 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Set  project  post. 

2.  Complete  architectural  recording  of  rock  structure. 

3.  Monitor  once  every  year. 


10- I H- 770 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Continue  to  monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10-IH-775 


a)  No  change  in 

b)  Monitor  once 

10- IH- 776 


condition, 
every  year. 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10-IH-777 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-IH-778 


a)  No  change  in 

b)  Monitor  once 

10- IH-779 


condition, 
every  year. 


a)  Apparently  no  major  change  in  condition  but  a  large  number  of 
artifacts  were  located  exposed  on  the  surface  from  the  actions 
of  high  water.  These  artifacts  were  not  previously  recorded 
although  they  appear  to  have  been  exposed  for  some  time. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Set  a  project  post. 

2.  Prepare  a  feature  map. 

3.  Complete  architectural  recording  of  the  rock  structures. 

4.  Conduct  a  surface  collection  of  artifacts  before  recreation 
users  or  high  water  does  further  damage. 

5.  Monitor  once  every  year. 


» 


10- IH- 780 


a)  The  trail  stabilized  a  little  but  it  continues  to  erode  and 
expose  artifacts  in  the  area  where  it  crosses  the  terrace.  A 
latrine  hole  was  dug  in  the  SE  corner  of  rock  structure  #4  and 
toilet  paper  was  noted  in  the  NE  corner  of  rock  structure  #4. 
Toilet  paper,  but  no  latrine,  was  seen  in  the  NE  corner  of 
rock  structure  #2. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Place  rock  at  the  top  of  the  trail  on  the  eroding  bank. 

2.  Set  a  permanent  monitoring  point  to  photograph  the  bank. 

3.  Set  rebar  to  monitor  the  amount  of  bank  erosion. 

4.  Review  the  possibility  of  laying  chain  link  fencing  on 
the  floor  of  structure  #4  and  cover  with  sand  to  prevent 
further  latrine  holes. 

5.  Monitor  twice  every  year. 


10- IH- 782 


a)  Trail  is  forming  behind  structure  as  it  did  last  year  from 
recreation  use.  It  doesn't  appear  to  be  as  severe  though. 

b)  Monitor  twice  each  year. 

10-IH-783 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10-IH-784 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10-IH-787 

a)  Several  small  latrines  were  noted  near  the  site  but  they  are 
not  having  a  serious  impact  yet. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Complete  detailed  inventory  of  surface  artifacts. 

2.  Monitor  once  a  year. 


' 


10- IH- 789 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 


10- I H- 796 

a)  No  significant  change  in  condition.  The  base  of  the  rock 
shelter  is  still  being  trampled  by  cattle  and  people.  The 
recreation  trail  formed  again  this  year  but  the  impacts  are 
minimal  from  the  trail.  One  monitoring  point  was  destroyed  by 
someone. 

b)  Monitor  twice  a  year. 


10-IH-797 


a)  No  significant  changes  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  a  year. 


10-IH-1161 

a)  Several  artifacts  previously  recorded  could  not  be  relocated 
and  are  thought  to  have  been  removed  by  recreation  users. 

b)  The  removal  of  surface  artifacts  was  completed  in  FY83  as  well 
as  other  actions.  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10-IH- 1162 

a)  Some  artifacts  have  been  moved  around  by  recreationists  but 
none  seemed  to  be  missing. 

b)  Monitor  once  a  year. 

10- IH- 1163 

a)  The  exposed  bank  is  severely  eroding.  There  is  evidence  of 
people  collecting  artifacts. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Conduct  limited  test  excavations  to  determine  importance 
of  the  cultural  site. 


2.  Prepare  a  protection  plan  for  the  specific  site  and 
complete  the  necessary  environmental  assesment  documents. 

3.  Monitor  three  times  a  year. 


10-IH-1180 

a)  The  site  is  in  good  condition  except  for  the  framed  structure. 
Initial  damage  to  the  structure  evidently  occurred  in  the 
spring  of  1983  when  five  or  six  cattle  were  trapped  in  the 
structure  for  an  undertermined  amount  of  time.  The  structure 
was  later  vandalized  with  all  the  paper  lining  on  the  inside 
walls  torn  off  and  thrown  outside.  There  is  also  neoteric 
trash  scattered  around  the  site.  There  are  numerous  latrine 
holes  on  the  site  but  they  have  not  damaged  the  cultural 
features  yet. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Develop  an  action  plan  for  the  framed  structure.  It  is 
of  recent  origin  and  intrudes  upon  the  historic  character 
of  the  cultural  site.  Include  within  the  plan  the  steps 
needed  to  remove  the  neoteric  trash. 

2.  Conduct  archival  study  to  establish  historic  use  of  the 
site. 

3.  Monitor  twice  each  year. 


10-IH-1186 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  twice  each  year. 


10- I H- 1189 


a)  One  rock  structure  was  noted  as  having  recent  flood  debris  in 
it.  Otherwise,  the  site  has  not  changed. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Complete  architectural  recording. 

2.  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10- I H- 1 190 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10- I H- 1 192 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 

10- I H- 1193 


a)  The  cabin  was  destroyed  to  prevent  further  occupancy  trespass 
after  consultation  with  SHPO. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 

10- I H- 1194 


a)  The  rock  structure  was  vandalized.  There  was  a  large  hole  in 
the  NE  corner  and  smaller  holes  around  the  outside  of  the 
structure. 

b)  Monitor  twice  a  year. 


10- I H- 1197 


a)  Site  remains  in  good  condition.  Some  latrine  holes  were  noted 
in  the  area  but  are  not  impacting  the  site. 

b)  Monitor  once  a  year. 

10- I H- 1199 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10- I H- 1200 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10- I H- 1201 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 


10- I H— 1202 


a)  No  change  in 

b)  Monitor  once 

10- I H- 1208 


condition, 
every  year. 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 


10- I H- 1209 


a)  This  site  has  been  vandalized.  The  fireplace  was  dug  out  and 
another  hole  was  noted  NW  of  the  structure. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Complete  architectural  recording. 

2.  Monitor  twice  a  year. 

10-IH-1210 

a)  No  major  change  in  condition.  Some  artifacts  are  continuing 
to  slowly  erode. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 


10-IH-1212 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10- I H- 1213 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10- I H- 1214 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10- I H- 1215 


a)  No  change  in 

b)  Monitor  once 

10- IH- 12 16 


condition, 
every  two  years. 


a)  No  change  in 

b)  Monitor  once 

10- IH- 1217 


condition, 
every  two  years. 


a)  No  change  in 

b)  Monitor  once 

10- IH- 1218 


condition, 
every  year. 


a)  No  change  in 

b)  Monitor  once 

10- I H- 1220 


condition, 
every  two  years. 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10- I H- 1221 


a)  Artifacts  have  been  moved  around  and  some  may  be  missing.  A 
portion  of  one  of  the  rock  walls  of  the  structure  has  been 
knocked  over  by  recreation  users. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Complete  the  surface  collections. 

2.  Monitor  once  a  year. 


( 


•  10- 1 H- 1222 


a)  A  firering  was  noted  in  the  NE  corner  of  the  rock  structure. 
Artifacts  have  been  moved  around  and  piled  outside  the  rock 
structure.  Very  small  and  shallow  latrines  were  noted  outside 


the 

structure  but  still  on 

the  site. 

Recommendations : 

- 

1. 

Complete  architectural 

recording. 

2. 

Set  a  project  post. 

3. 

Complete  a  surface  collection. 

4. 

Monitor  twice  a  year. 

10-IH-1223 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10- IH- 1224 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10- I H- 1225 

a)  Artifacts  were  noted  as  being  moved  around  by  recreationists. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Complete  architectural  recording. 

2.  Set  a  project  post. 

3.  Conduct  a  surface  collection. 

4.  Monitor  once  a  year. 

10- IH-1226 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10- IH- 1228 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 

10- I H- 1229 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 

10- I H- 1230 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 

10-IH-1232 

a)  No  change  in  condition  of  site. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 

10-IH-1239 

a)  No  change  in  condition.  An  increase  was  noted  in  the  number 
of  latrines  in  the  immediate  area  but  none  have  impacted  the 
site  yet. 

b)  Monitor  once  each  year. 

10- IH- 1240 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 


10— IH— 1241 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  each  year. 


10- IH- 1244 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10-IH-1245 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10-IH-1246 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10- I H- 1247 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10- I H- 1249 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10-IH-1250 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10-IH-1252 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10- IH- 1269 

a)  The  exposed  bank  is  continuing  to  slowly  erode. 


b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 


10- IH- 1270 


a)  No  major  changes  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10- IH- 1271 

a)  No  change  in  condition.  Recorded  several  additional  features 
not  noted  before. 

b)  Monitor  once  each  year. 

10-IH-1275 

a)  No  change  in  condition.  Recorded  several  features  not  previously 
recorded. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10-IH-1279 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 

10-IH- 1308 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10- I H- 1312 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  three  times  each  year. 

10- I H- 1314 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 


10- I H- 1328 


a) 

No  change  in 

condition. 

b) 

Monitor  once 

every  two  years. 

10- I H- 1329 

- 

- 

a) 

No  change  in 

condition. 

b) 

Monitor  once 

every  three  years. 

10-LE-18 

a) 

No  change  in 

condition.  An  increase 

in  the  number  of  latrines 

was  noted  SE 
yet. 

of  the  site  but  they  are 

not  impacting  the  site 

b) 

Monitor  once 

every  year. 

10- LE- 19 

a) 

No  change  in 

condition. 

b) 

Monitor  once 

every  two  years. 

10-LE-20 

a) 

No  change  in 

condition. 

b) 

Monitor  once 

every  two  years. 

10- LE- 2 1 

a) 

No  change  in 

condition. 

b) 

Monitor  once 

each  year. 

10-LE-22 

a)  The  site  was  noted  as  receiving  increased  recreation  use.  A 
number  of  artifacts  have  been  turned  over  and  moved. 


b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Record  the  feature  in  detail. 

2.  Set  a  monitoring  post. 


3.  Complete  a  detailed  inventory  of  artifacts  on  the  surface. 

4.  Monitor  once  each  year. 


10-LE-46 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 


10-LE-47 

a)  The  trail  is  continuing  to  deteriorate  from  both  cattle  use 
and  recreation  use.  The  top  of  the  trail  has  moved  30  cm  in 
two  years.  The  trail  is  also  beginning  to  erode  because  of  a 
lack  of  vegetation.  Several  latrines  are  noted  NW  of  the  top 
of  the  trail.  The  latrines  don't  appear  to  be  damaging  the 
site  yet. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Temporarily  fence  the  trail  to  prevent  use  by  people  and 
cattle. 

2.  Construct  another  trail  about  30  feet  from  the  existing 
trail  where  the  cultural  site  doesn't  appear  to  extend. 

3.  Reseed  the  area  within  the  fence  to  stabilize  the  bank. 

4.  Remove  the  fence  whenever  the  exposed  trail  is  revegetated 
and  stabilized. 

5.  Monitor  twice  each  year. 


10-LE-48 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10-LE-49 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10-LE-50 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 


b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10-NP-113 


a)  No  change  in  condition.  The  site  boundaries  are  much  larger 
than  reported. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 

10- NP- 116 

10- NP- 117 

a)  These  two  sites  should  be  considered  one  since  there  does  not 
appear  to  be  any  site  boundary  between  the  two.  Two  very 
recent  vandalism  holes  were  noted  on  the  edge  of  one  depression. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Consider  this  site  under  one  number. 

2.  Ensure  that  road  maintenance  does  not  damage  site. 

3.  Maintain  the  antiquity  sign. 

4.  Monitor  twice  each  year. 

10-NP-120 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 

10-NP-122 

a)  The  site  condition  is  better  than  previously  reported.  Portions 
of  the  site  are  undisturbed. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Ensure  that  road  maintenance  does  not  damage  site. 

2.  Monitor  once  each  year. 

10-NP-123 

a)  High  water  has  deposited  sand  and  drift  wood  on  the  site. 


b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 


10-NP-124 

10-NP-234 


a)  Site  10-NP-234  is  a  feature  within  site  10-NP-124  and  therefore 
10-NP-234  should  be  dropped. 

b)  Recommendations: 


1. 

Ensure  that  road  maintenance  does  not  damage  the  site. 

2. 

Drop  10-NP-234. 

3. 

Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-NP-125 

a)  The  site  continues  to  be  damaged  from  recreation  use  and  cattle. 

b)  Recommendations: 


1. 

If  the  recreation  site  is  modified  in  any  way  full  consideration 
must  be  given  to  the  cultural  site. 

2. 

Monitor  once  each  year. 

10-NP-128 

a)  The  site  continues  to  be  impacted  by  recreation  use  of  the 
campground. 

b.  Monitor  once  each  year. 

10-NP-224 

a)  Additional  features  were  added  and  the, condi tion  of  the  site  has 
not  changed. 

b)  Recommendations: 


1. 

Complete  a  detailed  feature  map. 

2. 

Monitor  once  every  three  years. 

10-NP-226 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  two  years. 


10- NP- 229 


a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-NP-230 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-NP-231 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-NP-232 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-NP-233 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 

10-NP-235 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Ensure  that  road  maintenance  does  not  damage  the  site. 

2.  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 


10-NP-262 

a)  No  change  in  condition.  One  previously  reported  feature  was 

determined  not  to  be  a  result  of  human  activity  and  therefore  will 
be  deleted  from  the  site  form. 


b)  Recommendations: 


1.  Delete  reference  to  prehistoric  component  from  the  site 
form. 

2.  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 

10-NP-263 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Monitor  once  every  three  years. 


Other  cultural  sites  were  under  surveillance  but  no  detailed  record  was 
made  since  they  were  primarily  observed  from  raft  patrols  down  the 
river.  This  includes  some  of  the  sites  that  were  on  the  schedule  to  be 
examined  once  each  year  but  site  monitoring  forms  were  not  completed. 


FY  1985  Implementation  Plan 

Implementation  of  the  CRMP  in  FY85  should  follow  the  guidelines  established 
in  the  CRMP.  No  changes  are  necessary  at  this  time.  General  management 
actions  1,  2,  3,  5,  6,  7,  8,  15,  23,  24,  and  25  should  continue  to  be 
implemented  as  planned  at  the  funding  level  outlined  in  the  CRMP. 

The  following  site-specific  management  actions  should  be  implemented. 

Other  site-specific  actions  may  be  added  after  completion  of  the  FY84 
monitoring  program. 

10-IH-388 

a)  An  exposed  sandy  bank  is  eroding.  A  trail  passing  over  a 
portion  of  the  bank  is  also  contributing  to  the  erosion. 
Additional  previously  unreported  features  were  located  on  the 
north  side  of  the  drainage. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Set  project  post. 

2.  Set  rebar  for  monitoring  bank  erosion  and  a  monitoring 
photo  point  to  document  the  bank  and  trail  erosion. 

3.  Monitor  once  each  year. 


1Q-IH-397 

a)  A  rather  dramatic  increase  in  the  number  of  flaked  artifacts 
exposed  was  noted.  Increased  recreation  use  has  damaged  this 
site. 


b)  Recommendations: 

1.  This  site  requires  a  protective  layer  of  rock  to  protect 
it  from  vehicle  traffic  and  possible  vandalism. 

2.  Monitor  three  times  every  year. 

10-IH-725 

a)  Located  previously  unreported  features.  Part  of  the  farm 
machinery  is  missing. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Set  project  post. 

2.  Conduct  a  detailed  inventory  of  surface  artifacts. 

3.  Conduct  archival  study  to  establish  historic  use. 

4.  Fence  sandy  blow-out  area  to  stabilize. 

5.  Monitor  twice  a  year. 

10-IH-766 

a)  No  change  in  condition. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Set  project  post. 

2.  Complete  architectural  recording  of  rock  structure. 

3.  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-IH-779 

a)  Apparently  no  major  change  in  condition  but  a  large  number  of 
artifacts  were  located  exposed  on  the  surface  from  the  actions 
of  high  water.  These  artifacts  were  not  previously  recorded. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Set  a  project  post. 

2.  Prepare  a  feature  map. 

3.  Complete  architectural  recording  of  the  rock  structures. 


4.  Conduct  a  surface  collection  of  artifacts  before  recreation 
users  or  high  water  does  further  damage. 

5.  Monitor  once  every  year. 

10-IH-787 

a)  Several  small  latrines  were  noted  on  the  site  but  they  are  not 
having  a  serious  impact  yet. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Complete  detailed  inventory  of  surface  artifacts. 

2.  Monitor  once  a  year. 

10- I H- 1222 

a)  A  firering  was  noted  in  the  NE  corner  of  the  rock  structure. 
Artifacts  have  been  moved  around  and  piled  outside  the  rock 
structure.  Very  small  and  shallow  latrines  were  noted  outside 
the  structure  but  still  on  the  site. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Complete  architectural  recording. 

2.  Set  a  project  post. 

3.  Complete  a  surface  collection. 

4.  Monitor  twice  a  year. 

10-IH-1225 

a)  Artifacts  were  noted  as  being  moved  around  by  recreationists. 

b)  Recommendations: 

1.  Complete  architectural  recording. 

2.  Set  a  project  post. 

3.  Conduct  a  surface  collection. 

4.  Monitor  once  a  year. 


10-LE-22 


a)  The  site  was  noted  as  receiving  increased  recreation  use.  A 
number  of  artifacts  have  been  turned  over  and  moved. 

b )  Recommendati ons : 

1.  Record  the  feature  in  detail. 

2.  Set  a  monitoring  post. 

3.  Complete  a  detailed  inventory  of  artifacts  on  the  surface. 

4.  Monitor  once  each  year. 


All  of  the  above  management  actions  can  be  accomplished  within  the 
funding  levels  outlined  in  the  CRMP  ($30,000). 

The  emergency  stabilization  plan  for  Lone  Pine  Bar  (10- IH-1163)  should 
be  completed  in  FY84  and  this  plan  will  require  immediate  implementation 
in  FY85.  Funding  for  preparation  of  the  emergency  stabilization  plan  in 
FY84  is  a  one-time  emergency  add-on  to  complete  the  plan.  Funding  in 
FY85  would  be  a  one-time  emergency  add-on  to  implement  the  plan  to 
protect  the  cultural  stie  from  further  erosion  from  the  Salmon  River  and 
vandalism.  The  necessary  funding  to  complete  this  action  will  be  submitted 
at  PAWP  after  the  stabilization  plan  has  been  prepared. 


